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Immigration Issues

ADMINISTRATION PROPOSES INCLUDING INS AND EOIR IN NEW HOME-
LAND SECURITY DEPT. — The Bush administration has proposed
the creation of aCabinet-level Dept. of Homeland Security (DHS)

that would include the Immigration and Naturalization Service
and the Executive Office for Immigration Review, as well as a
great many other federal agencies. According to the administra-
tion, the proposal, if approved, would constitute the most exten-
sive reorganization of the federal government since the creation
in the 1940s of the Dept. of Defense and the National Security
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Council. Initial Congressional reaction to the proposal has been
supportive of the general concept of creating a Cabinet-level
agency that prioritizes the fight against terrorism but critical of
some of the specifics, and especially the inclusion of particular
agencieswith central missionsdistinct from counter-terrorism.

Inaninitial round of hearings, various House committeesvoted
to remove a number of agencies from the DHS, including the
Coast Guard, the Secret Service, the Federal Emergency Manage-
mentAgency, and the servicefunctionsof the INS. Subsequently,
the House Republican leadership agreed to support most of the
administration’s proposal and restore most agencies to the bill
now being presented to the full House. However, the House
leadership remained committed to |eaving the services functions
of the INSin the Justice Dept., while placing the enforcement and
border protection functions of the INS in the new DHS. House
Republican leaders also rejected an administration proposal, as
part of the homeland security initiative, to impose federal stan-
dards for state drivers' licenses. At this issue’s press time, the
Houseis preparing for debate, with nearly 100 proposed amend-
ments awaiting consideration.

In the Senate, Senator Lieberman, who had proposed the cre-
ation of a DHS before the administration decided to adopt the
proposal, has introduced a hill as a Senate alternative to the
administration’s proposal. The Lieberman bill would keep all of
theINSwithinthe DHS, whiledividing services and enforcement
into two separate bureauswithin anew directorate of immigration
affairs. The EOIR would remain in the Dept. of Justice, while
jurisdiction over the affairs of unaccompanied minor noncitizens
would go to the Office of Refugee Resettlement of the Dept. of
Health and Human Services.

The proposalstoincludepart or al of theINSinthenew DHS
have placed the pre-existing proposalsfor INSreorganizationina
new context. Many immigrant advocates are concerned that in-
cludingimmigration functionsinthe DHSwill restrict immigration
by causing it to be unduly seen as a national security issue.
Advocates are also concerned that having immigration services
handled in aseparate department from immigration enforcement
may cause services to receive even less attention and priority
than they do now.

The administration is hoping to have agreement reached on
the structure of the DHS before the congressional August recess
and to have abill enacted by Sept. 11. However, somelegislators
have expressed doubt that Congress will be able to meet this
deadline, since once the House and Senate pass their respective
bills, they will then have to reach acompromise in conference.

DOJ PROPOSES RULES TO MONITOR CERTAIN NONIMMIGRANTS —
Citingweaknessesin Immigration and Naturalization Service pro-
ceduresthat have resulted in the agency’ sfailure to keep track of
the whereabouts of nonimmigrants (i.e., non—U.S. citizens admit-
ted to the United States for a specific purpose, and generally on
atemporary basis), the U.S. Justice Dept. has issued proposed
rules that would require nonimmigrants from designated coun-
tries, and other nonimmigrants designated by consular and immi-
gration officials, to be registered, photographed, fingerprinted,
and subjected to further monitoring.

The names of the countries whose national s will be subject to
the new ruleswill be posted in the Federal Register. In addition,
nonimmigrantswhom inspection officersat ports of entry or con-
sular officers abroad determine pose potential security risksthat
require closer monitoring will be subject to the new rules.

Congress first authorized nonimmigrant registration require-
ments in the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952. Though
thislaw has been used only rarely, now isnot the first timeit has
been invoked. For example, in 1979, during the crisisin which
Iranians took over the U.S. embassy in Teheran and held mem-
bers of the staff hostage, Iranian nationals who werein the U.S.
as students were required to register with the government. In
addition, since the 1990s the INS has imposed registration and
reporting requirements on nonimmigrantsfrom Iran, Irag, Libya,
and Sudan. The proposed rule would impose more comprehen-
sive registration and monitoring requirements and extend these
requirementsto designated nonimmigrants from other countries.

In a press statement announcing the proposed registration
and reporting requirements, the Justice Dept. characterized the
measure as a strengthening of the “Entry-Exit Registration Sys-
tem.” Section 110 of the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immi-
grant Responsibility Act of 1996 (I1RIRA) mandated the estab-
lishment of an automated entry/exit control system to track records
of departure and identify nonimmigrants who overstayed their
visas. However, legidation subsequently delayed implementa-
tion of that mandate. Both the USA PATRIOT and Border Secu-
rity Acts include measures requiring the INS to develop a fully
integrated data system that tracks the issuance of visas and the
entry and exit of nonimmigrants.

To Whom Will the New Rules Apply? |n consultationwiththeU.S.
secretary of State, the attorney general will post a notice in the
Federal Register designating certain countries as ones whose
nativesor citizensare subject to the new rules. Diplomatswill be
exempt from the new procedures, and the attorney general may
designate other classes of nonimmigrants or individuals to be
exempted aswell.

Also subject to the registration rules will be:

* any nonimmigrant whom aconsular or inspecting officer has
reason to believeisanative or citizen of acountry designated by
the attorney general, and

* any nonimmigrant who meets certain criteria, or whom acon-
sular officer or inspecting officer has reason to believe meets
such criteria, indicating that the individual warrants monitoring
due to the national security interests (as defined in INA section
219) or law enforcement interests of the U.S. The attorney gen-
eral or secretary of State must determine what these criteriaare.

In addition, the attorney general may require nonimmigrants
from certain countriesto register with the INS even if they have
already been admittedtothe U.S. or arealready present here. The
attorney general would announce such a requirement by pub-
lishing anoticein the Federal Register.

How Will the New Procedures Work? Any nonimmigrant subject
to the new registration requirements who applies to be admitted
to the U.S. would have to register and be fingerprinted and pho-
tographed at the port of entry. The INS would have to notify
such individuals that if they remain in the U.S. for 30 days or
more, they must present themselves at an INS office to provide
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additional documentation confirming that they are complying with
the requirements of their visa. They would have to report to an
INS office within 30 to 40 days after the date they were admitted
and confirm their residence and employment and/or enrollment in
an approved schooal.

Nonimmigrants subject to the new procedures would be re-
quired to reregister annually and present evidence to confirm
that they remained in compliance with the requirements of their
visa. Individualswould berequired to present themselveswithin
10 days of their original anniversary of admission to the U.S.

In addition, any nonimmigrant subject to the special registra-
tion who remained in the U.S. for 30 days or more would be re-
quired, within 10 days of changing his or her address or employ-
ment, or of enrolling in adifferent educational institution, to no-
tify the INS of the change by mail. Currently, all nonimmigrants
are required to notify the INS when they change their address.
Under the proposed rule, nonimmigrants subject to special regis-
tration who fail to comply with registration requirements are con-
sidered to have violated their status.

Anindividual would be allowed to apply to the district direc-
tor or other designated officer for relief from the requirements.
The supplementary information to the proposed rule states that
individuals might obtain relief upon showing that due to exigent
or unusual circumstances they could not reasonably fulfill the
requirements. However, thedistrict director’ sdecision regarding
an application for relief would befinal and could not be appeal ed.

Under the proposed rule, when a nonimmigrant leaves the
U.S., he or she would be required to report to an INS departure
control officer at the port of entry specified by the INS, in order to
confirmtheindividual’sdeparture. The INSislimiting the ports
of entry through which nonimmigrants subject to special report-
ing requirements may depart the country because the agency
needs to develop facilities at airports and other ports of entry to
ensure departure control. A nonimmigrant who fails to comply
with thisrequirement would be presumed to beinadmissibleif he
or shelater sought to enter the U.S. Such apresumption could be
overcome by ashowing that the individual satisfied the registra-
tion requirements.

The supplementary information to the proposed rule states
that, under INA section 266, a willful failure to register or the
making of false statements upon registration is punishable by a
fine of up to $1,000 or imprisonment for up to 6 months. Provid-
ing a false statement would also subject the nonimmigrant to
detention and removal.

The supplementary information also notesthat immigrants as
well asnonimmigrantsinthe U.S. arerequired to notify the INS of
achange of address within 10 days of the change, and failure to
comply with this requirement is punishable under INA section
266(b) by a fine of up to $200 and imprisonment for 30 days.
Persons guilty of these offenses are al so subject toremoval. The
INS has not enforced this requirement for many years, nor has
the agency publicized it. However, inaJuly 18, 2002, pressre-
lease, the attorney general announced that the agency isissuing
aproposed rule to provide clear notice of the requirement.

When he first announced the new procedures on June 6, At-
torney General John Ashcroft stated that the government would
enter the names of individualswho fail to comply with the regis-

tration requirements or who overstay their visasinto the National
Crime Information Center database. Persons whose names ap-
pear in that database may be detained by state and local law
enforcement officersif the named persons are stopped for traffic
violations or other reasons. On that occasion, Ashcroft said that
he believes state and local law enforcement officers have inher-
ent authority to enforce civil immigration laws, aposition that is
at oddswith the policies of most state and local law enforcement
agencies across the country.

67 Fed. Reg. 40,581-86 (Jun. 13, 2002).

AG EXTENDS SALVADORAN TPS ANOTHER 12 MONTHS; INS AUTOMATI-
CALLY EXTENDS VALIDITY OF EADs —The Immigration and Natural-
ization Service has published notice in the Federal Register ex-
tending the attorney general’s designation of El Salvador as a
country whose nationals and residents currently in the United
States qualify for temporary protected status (TPS) and auto-
matically extending thevalidity of employment authorization docu-
ments (EADs) issued to Salvadorans with TPS to Mar. 9, 2003.
The Salvadoran TPS designation, which had been due to expire
on Sept. 9, 2002, will now bein effect until Sept. 9, 2003. TheINS
estimatesthat 263,000 persons applied for TPS under the original
program and are eligibleto benefit from the extension.

TPSis granted to persons from countries that are designated
by the attorney general as experiencing armed conflict, environ-
mental disaster, or certain other conditions that prevent those
persons from returning. TPS allows individuals to remain and
work intheU.S. during the period of TPS designation. The attor-
ney general madethe current TPS designation for El Salvador on
Mar. 9, 2001, in the wake of a series of severe earthquakes that
caused numerous fatalities and left 1.6 million people without
adequate housing. The current notice notes that the attorney
general decided to extend the TPS designation because condi-
tions warranting this designation continue to exist.

Toregister for the one-year extension, nationals of El Salvador
(as well as individuals with no nationality who last habitually
resided in El Salvador) previously granted TPS must apply for it
during the 60-day registration period that will begin on Sept. 9,
2002, and end on Nov. 12, 2002. Such personsneed only fileForm
[-821, Application for Temporary Protected Satus, without the
filing fee, aswell asForm 1-765, Application for Employment Au-
thorization and two identification photographs (1%2" x 1%%").
Applicantswho seek work authorization under the extension must
submit the $120 filing fee or afee waiver request with the Form
[-765; those who do not need work authorization must still submit
Form 1-765, but without thefee. Applicantswho previously reg-
istered for TPS and were fingerprinted do not need to be
refingerprinted and do not need to submit the $50 fingerprinting
fee. Prior registrants who were not previously fingerprinted be-
cause they were under 15 years of age but who now must be
fingerprinted must also pay thisfee.

In order to benefit from the extension, individua swho applied
for TPSunder the current program but who have not yet received
approval of their application still must apply for the extension
within the 60-day registration period.

Lateinitial registration is also available under the extension.
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In order to apply, an applicant must:

» beanational of El Salvador, or a person with no nationality
who last habitually resided in El Salvador;

« have been continuously physically present in the U.S. since
Mar. 9, 2001,

« have continuously resided in the U.S. since Feb. 13, 2001;
and

* beadmissibleasan immigrant, except as otherwise provided
under Immigration and Nationality Act section 244(c)(2)(A), and
not ineligibleunder INA section 244(c)(2)(B).

Applicantsfor lateinitial registration must also be ableto show
that during the initial registration period, between Mar. 9, 2001,
and Sept. 9, 2002, they:

e were anonimmigrant or had been granted voluntary depar-
ture status or any relief from removal;

« had an application for change of status, adjustment of sta-
tus, asylum, voluntary departure, or any relief from removal pend-
ing or subject to further review or appeal;

* were aparolee or had arequest for reparole pending; or

» werethe spouse or child of anindividual currently eligibleto
bea TPSregistrant.

The notice also announces the automatic extension of the
employment authorization documents of Salvadorans who re-
celved EADSunder the TPS program. Thereason for thisexten-
sion is that the INS recognizes that many reregistrants will not
receive new EADs until after their current ones have expired,
particularly since the initial registration period has not yet ex-
pired. The extension appliesto Salvadoranswho currently hold
EADsthat expire on Sept. 9, 2002, and have the notation “ A-12"
or “C-19” (under “Category” for Form 1-766 EADSs) or
“274a.12(8)(12)” or “274a.12(c)(19)” (under “Provision of Law”
for Form1-688B EADs). Such cardsare automatically valid now
until Mar. 9, 2003. But theindividualswho benefit from thisex-
tension still must reregister for TPS between Sept. 9 and Nov. 12,
2002, in order to have employment authorization throughout the
extended TPS period. 67 Fed. Reg. 46,000-03 (Jul. 11, 2002).

EOIR REGULATION AUTHORIZES PROTECTIVE ORDERS CLOSING IMMI-
GRATION HEARINGS —The Executive Officefor Immigration Review
hasissued an interim rule that authorizes immigration judgesin
individual immigration proceedingsto issue protective ordersthat
prohibit disclosure of information used in those proceedings.
Protective orders may beissued wherethe Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service establishes a“ substantial likelihood” that dis-
closureof information that isor will be submitted under seal would
harm national security or law enforcement interests.

Therulealowsthe NS, inrequesting aprotective order, tofile
documents with the immigration court under seal, which means
the documents may not be examined by therespondent. Therule
also requires the 1J to give “appropriate deference” to “senior
officials in law enforcement and national security agencies’ in
assessing whether the disclosure of information will harm na-
tional security or law enforcement.

Once a protective order is issued, information subject to the
order may not be disclosed except to authorized persons, and the
rule provides sanctions for unauthorized disclosure of such in-

formation. A respondent who violatesaprotective order, or whose
attorney or accredited representative violates a protective order,
isbarred from receiving any discretionary relief, except for bond.
This bar does not apply if the respondent showsthat he or sheis
fully cooperating with the INS or other law enforcement agencies
investigating the disclosure of information and establishes “ by
clear and convincing evidence” either (1) that “ extraordinary and
extremely unusual circumstances’ exist, or (2) that the violation
of the protective order was beyond the control of the respondent
and his or her attorney or legal representative. Attorneys and
accredited representatives who violate a protective order may
also be suspended from practice before EOIR.

Theruletook effect on May 21, 2002, one week beforeit was
published inthe Federal Register. In promulgating the rule with-
out the advance public notice and opportunity for comment gen-
erally required by the Administrative Procedure Act, the agency
relied upon the“ good cause” exception to thisA PA requirement,
asserting that protective orders are needed because disclosure
of information could prejudice investigations arising out of the
attacksof Sept. 11, 2001. Commentson theinterim rule must be
submitted on or before July 29, 2002.

67 Fed. Reg. 36,799-803 (May 28, 2002).

AG ISSUES FINAL RULE FOR ADJUSTMENT UNDER LIFE ACT LEGALIZA-
TION, EXTENDS FILING DEADLINE TO JUNE 4, 2003 — The attorney
general has issued a final rule governing adjustment of status
under the“latelegalization” provisionsof the Legal Immigration
Family Equity (LIFE) Act and the LIFE Act Amendments, and
applications for Family Unity status under the LIFE Act. With
some amendments, the final rule adopts the provisions of the
June 1, 2001 interim rule (for asummary of the interim rule, see
“Attorney General Issues Interim Rule Governing Applications
for‘LateLegalization’ Under theLIFE Act,” IMMIGRANTS' RIGHTS
UPDATE, June 29, 2001, p. 1). Most importantly, the final rule
extends the filing deadline for applicants for adjustment under
theLIFE Act to June4, 2003.

Under the LIFE Act, in order to be eligible for legalization,
individuals must havefiled awritten claim for class membership,
prior to Oct. 1, 2000, in one of three lawsuitsthat challenged the
Immigration and Naturalization Service'simplementation of the
1986 legalization program. The three lawsuits are Catholic So-
cial Services, Inc. v. Meese, vacated sub nom. Reno v. Catholic
Social Services, Inc., 509 U.S. 43 (1993) (CSS); League of United
Latin American Citizensv. INS, vacated sub nom. Reno v. Catho-
lic Social Services, Inc., 509 U.S. 43 (1993) (LULAC); and
Zambranov. INS vacated, 509 U.S. 918 (1993) (Zambrano). Indi-
vidualswho applied for class membership and had their applica-
tionsdenied by the INS nonethel essmay apply for LIFE legaliza-
tion. Tobedligiblefor LIFE legalization, applicants must al so:

* have entered the U.S. prior to Jan. 1, 1982;

* have resided continuously in the U.S. in an unlawful status
since that date through May 4, 1988;

* have been physically present in the U.S. during the period
from Nov. 6, 1986, through May 4, 1988;

* beadmissibletothe U.S;;

* have no conviction for afelony or for three or more misde-
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meanors committed intheU.S.; and

» demonstrate basic citizenship skills or be pursuing a recog-
nized course of study to obtain basic citizenship skills.

Applicants need not be currently residing in the U.S,, and
eligibleindividualsresiding outsidethe U.S. may apply for LIFE
legalization.

Theinterim ruletook effect on June 1, 2001, and established a
filing deadline of May 31, 2002, for adjustment applications. Be-
causethefinal rule makesanumber of changesto the application
and adjudication process and was not issued until after the close
of theoriginal filing period, thefinal rule extendsthe application
deadlineuntil June4, 2003.

The final rule reduces the fee for the Form 1-485 adjustment
application for LIFE Act applicants from $330 to $255, whichis
the fee charged to other adjustment applicants. The INS based
the $330 fee of theinterim rule on adraft fee review study that the
agency subsequently re-evaluated, resulting in the fee for other
adjustment applicants being set at $255 (see “INS Issues Final
Rule Raising Fees for Many Applications and Petitions,” IMMI-
GRANTS' RIGHTS UPDATE, Feb. 28, 2002, p. 7). TheINSwill send
$75 refunds to individuals who paid the $330 fee. The supple-
mentary information to the final rule states that the INS antici-
patesthat all refundswill bedelivered by Sept. 3, 2002, and indi-
viduals who have not received arefund by that date should con-
tact Lorraine Juiffreat 802-872-6200, ext. 3035. Thefinal ruleaso
requiresthat applicants between the ages of 14 and 79, inclusive,
pay thefingerprinting fee (whichisnow $50) at thetimethat they
apply. Theinterim rule had required this of individual s between
the ages of 14 and 75, and the final rule brings this requirement
into conformity with that for al other adjustment applicants.

The statute requiresthat applicantsfor LIFE legalization have
filed a“written claim for class membership” in one of the three
lawsuits listed above, and the interim rule lists various forms of
evidence class members can useto show that they did this. 8 CFR
§ 245a.14. Thefinal ruleaddsadefinition of a“written claim for
class membership” as one of the forms listed in 8 CFR section
245a.14. Thefinal rule a so addstwo additional formsto section
245a.14: Form1-765, Application for Employment Authorization,
and an application for astay of removal. Therule also clarifies
that where an individual filed awritten claim for class member-
ship, he or she is deemed to have also filed a claim for class
membership on behalf of a spouse or child “as of the date the
alien allegesthat he or she attempted to file or was discouraged
fromfiling an application for legalization during the original appli-
cation period.” Thisprovision alowsthe spouseor childtofilea
separate LIFE Act legalization application.

Commentators noted a conflict between the interim rule and
Form 1-485 Supplement D, LIFE L egalization Supplement to Form
1-485 Instructions, regarding submission of proof of citizenship
skills. Whereastheinterim rulerequired that proof that an appli-
cant is satisfactorily pursuing a course of study to achieve basic
citizenship skills be submitted with the application, the instruc-
tions allow such proof to be submitted at any time during the
application process. Thefinal rule adjusts the regulation to ac-
cordwiththeform’sinstructions. Thefinal rulealso clarifiesthat
applicants qualify for the age exception to this requirement only
if they are 65 years of age or older at the time that they file the

application for adjustment.

Theinterim rule required that applicantswho needed to travel
outsidethe U.S. apply for advance parole from the Missouri Ser-
vice Center, and that such applications be adjudicated “ pursuant
tothestandards prescribed in[INA section 212(d)(5)].” Thefinal
rule eliminatesthe referenceto the standards of section 212(d)(5)
becausethese aretoo restrictive. Inaddition, thefinal ruleallows
individualsto apply for advance parole at their local INS district
office, if they submit evidence showing that their needtotravel is
dueto urgent humanitarian reasons. LIFE legalization applicants
who seek advance parolefor other reasons must apply by mail to
the Missouri Service Center.

Thefinal rule modifies 8 CFR section 245a.18(d) to apply the
“gpecial rule” for determinations of whether the applicant islikely
to become a public charge to all LIFE legalization cases. The
specia rule provides that an individual who has a consistent
employment history is not inadmissible on the public charge
ground even though he or she has income below the poverty
level. The interim rule applied the special rule only where an
applicant appeared inadmissible under the public charge ground
of inadmissibility. Thefinal rule aso modifiesthe special ruleto
take into account the fact that an applicant “may not have con-
sistent employment history due to the fact that an eligible alien
was in an unlawful status and was not authorized to work.”

The fina rule aso provides that, where the INS decides to
deny a LIFE legalization application, the agency will send the
applicant a notice of intent to deny and provide the individual a
30-day period in which to respond to the notice.

The final rule also provides that where the INS finds that an
applicant has failed to establish eligibility to adjust under the
LIFE Act, the INSwill determine whether theindividual has es-
tablished eligibility for temporary residence under section 245A
of theINA (theoriginal legalization provision of the 1986 Immi-
gration Control and Reform Act). This provision isintended to
effectuate the congressional purposein enacting the LIFE Act of
bringing to an end the class action litigation challenging INS
implementation of the IRCA legalization program. The INSnotes
that eligibility requirementsfor LIFE Act legalization are some-
what different than for section 245A temporary residence, and
some applicants may qualify for legalization even though they do
not qualify for LIFE Act legalization.

Thefinal rule also addressesthe LIFE Act Amendments Fam-
ily Unity program. The supplementary information to the rule
notes that the INS is currently drafting a separate rule that will
implement section 1504(c) of the LIFE Act Amendments, which
allowsindividuasto apply for Family Unity from outsidethe U.S.

Commentators urged the INS to grant Family Unity statusin
two-year increments rather than the one-year increments pro-
vided in the interim rule. The INS considers that granting em-
ployment authorization for atwo-year period isinappropriate where
the principal alien (the applicant for LIFE Act legalization) can
obtain authorization only for one year. However, the final rule
does provide that once the principal alien obtainslawful perma-
nent resident status, Family Unity applicants can obtain Family
Unity statusin two-year increments.

Thefinal ruletook effect on June4, 2002.

67 Fed. Reg. 38,341 (Jun. 4, 2002).
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INS REVISES DEFINITION OF “UNLAWFUL PRESENCE” FOR PURPOSES
OF THE 3- AND 10-YEAR BARS — The Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service has modified the definition of “unlawful presence”
that the agency uses for purposes of the 3- and 10-year bars to
admission dueto unlawful presence. The agency now considers
that the time that a noncitizen spends in the United States in
deferred action status does not count as time unlawfully present
in the country.

Individual swhose adjustment of status applications are pend-
ing denial or were denied because they were considered to have
accrued unlawful presence while in deferred action status may
have their cases re-evaluated due to this policy change. In addi-
tion, thetime that noncitizens spend in the country after applying
for temporary protected status (TPS) or deferred enforced depar-
ture (DED) beforethese applications are adjudicated will not count
towards unlawful presence as long as the applications are ulti-
mately approved. The new policy iscontained in amemo issued
by INS ExecutiveA ssociate Commissioner Johnny Williams.

Under section 212(8)(9)(B) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, noncitizens who were unlawfully present in the U.S. for a
period longer than 180 days, who departed the U.S. before any
removal proceedings were commenced against them, and who
then seek admission to the country are inadmissible for a period
of three years. Noncitizens who are unlawfully present for one
year or more who leave the country and then seek admission are
inadmissiblefor aten-year period. The INS has not issued regu-
lations concerning this statutory provision but instead has inter-
preted it in aseries of memoranda (see, e.g., “ Unlawful Presence
for Purposes of 3- and 10-Year Bars Tolled for Entire Time
Nonimmigrants' Applicationsfor Change of Status or Extension
of Stay are Pending,” IMMIGRANTS RIGHTS UPDATE, Apr. 11,
2000, p. 5). INS Memorandum “ Unlawful Presence,”

HQADN 70/21.1.24-P(Jun. 12, 2002).

BIA RULES ON STANDARD FOR NON-LPR CANCELLATION —The Board
of Immigration Appeals has issued an en banc precedent deci-
sion interpreting the hardship standard that applies to applica-
tions for cancellation of removal under section 240A (b) of the
Immigration and Nationality Act. Section 240A(b) requiresthat
applicants establish that they have been continuously physi-
cally presentinthe U.S. for at least 10 years, that they have good
moral character, and that their removal would cause “ exceptional
and extremely unusual hardship” toaU.S. citizen or lawful perma:
nent resident parent, spouse, or child. The decision finds that
the cancellation hardship standard requires a showing of harm
that islessthan “ unconscionable.” However, under the decision
a respondent must establish that the qualifying relative would
suffer hardships “substantially different from those that would
normally be expected upon removal to aless devel oped country.”

Therespondentinthiscase, aMs. Andazola-Rivas, isaMexi-
can national who entered the U.S. without inspection in 1985.
She was placed in removal proceedings, and at her hearing in
2000 theimmigration judge granted her application for cancella-
tion of removal. Among the factors on which the 1J based his
decision were the following: Andazolais a 30-year-old single
mother of two U.S. citizen children who are 11 and 6 years old.

For the last four years she has worked for the same company,
which provides health insurancefor her family and a401K retire-
ment savings plan. She owns her own house, valued at $69,000,
aswell astwo vehicles, and she has about $7,000 in savings. She
has no relativesin Mexico who could help take care of her chil-
dren, and al of her siblings, aunts, and uncles live in the U.S.,
albeit without status. Theolder child testified that she hasavery
close relationship with her grandmother. Thefamily isactivein
their church, and Andazolahel psout twiceamonth at her younger
child’s Head Start program. Andazola also testified that she has
asthmaand would not be abletowork in thefieldsin Mexico, and
that, because she has only a sixth grade education, she would
not be able to get an office job or any job comparable to the one
shehasintheU.S. Shealso testified that her children would not
be able to get a good education in Mexico.

Based on al of thesefactors, thelJ concluded that Andazola’'s
removal would cause exceptional and extremely unusual hard-
ship to her citizen children. The Immigration and Naturalization
Service appealed this ruling, and the BIA has now sustained the
appeal.

A majority of the BIA concluded that this case is controlled
by itsprior ruling in Matter of Monreal, 231. & N. Dec. 56 (BIA
2001). InMonreal,the BIA held that an applicant for cancellation
under INA section 240A(b) must show that his or her removal
would cause harm to qualifying relatives that is “substantially
different from, or beyond, that which would normally be expected
from the deportation of an alien with closefamily membershere.”
Id. at 65. The respondent was a 34-year-old Mexican national
withthree U.S. citizen children, the oldest of whom was 12 years
old. His parentswere lawful permanent residents residing near
him, but hiswife was undocumented and had returned to Mexico
at the time of the hearing. The BIA concluded that the harms
faced by hisrelativeswere not sufficient to meet the cancellation
standard (for more on Monreal, see“BIA Issues Decisions|nter-
preting Hardship Standards in Suspension and Cancellation
Cases,” IMMIGRANTS' RIGHTS UPDATE, Jun. 29, 2001, p. 7).

Andazolacontended that her case was completely distinguish-
ablefromMonreal, pointing to thefact that sheisasingle mother
and the sole support of her children and that she has no relatives
inMexicoto help her family there. Shea so contended that women
in Mexico face discrimination in employment and that thiswould
makeit very difficult asasingle mother to support her family.

TheBIA magjority rejected these contentions, noting that were
this a suspension of deportation case they “might well grant
relief” but that Andazola did not meet the higher standard for
cancellation. The BIA aso questioned Andazola's status as a
single mother, pointing to testimony that indicated that the
children’sfather may at timeslivewith thefamily and sometimes
contributes to their support. And the BIA concluded that al-
thoughitislikely that Mexico will not providethecitizen children
with an education equal to that which they might obtain in the
U.S., Andazola had not shown that they “would be deprived of
all schooling or of an opportunity to obtain any education.”

Board Member Osunafiled adissent that wasjoined by Mem-
bers Schmidt, Villageliu, Gundelsberger, Rosenberg, Moscato,
Brennan, and Espenoza. Thedissent would find that, whileitisa
close case, the respondent established that her U.S. citizen chil-
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dren would suffer exceptional and extremely unusual hardship
were sheremoved to Mexico. Thedissent criticized themgjority’s
ruling on the grounds that it failed to adequately consider the
individual facts presented by thiscase. Board Member Espenoza,
joined by Member Rosenberg, filed a separate dissenting opin-
ion, asserting that under the majority’s reasoning, “it appears
that no United States citizen child of a Mexican national will be
ableto demonstrate exceptional and extremely unusual hardship
because he or sheis deprived of educational opportunitiesor for
financial reasons.” Such aresultiscontrary to Congress'sintent,
in making the hardship inquiry in cancellation casesfocus on the
harm likely faced by the qualifying relatives.

In sustaining the appeal, the BIA denied cancellation and
granted Andazola voluntary departure. She has filed a petition
for review of the decision with the U.S. Court of Appealsfor the
Ninth Circuit. Matter of Andazola-Rivas,

231.& N.Dec. 319, Int. Dec. 3467 (BIA Apr. 3, 2002).

BIA OVERRULES PRIOR DECISIONS TO FIND DUI CONVICTION NOT A
CRIME OF VIOLENCE “AGGRAVATED FELONY” —The Board of Immi-
gration Appeals has overruled prior decisions that found state
offenses of driving under the influence (DUI) to be “crimes of
violence” so asto constitute an “aggravated felony” if the defen-
dant received asentence of oneyear or more. Thedecision over-
rules Matter of Puente, Int. Dec. 3412 (BIA 1999) and Matter of
Magallanes, Int. Dec. 3341 (BIA 1998).

Inreversingitsprior position, the BIA noted that amajority of
thefederal circuit courts of appeal that have considered the prior
position have rejected it. Under the new ruling, the BIA will
follow thelaw of the circuit inwhich acasearises. Incircuitsin
which the federal court of appeals has not decided the issue, the
BIA will consider a state DUI offense to constitute a “crime of
violence” only if aconviction under the statute requiresalevel of
criminal intent of at least “recklessness’ and involves a substan-
tial risk that the perpetrator may resort to the use of forceto carry
out thecrime,

In the case before the BIA, the respondent, aMr. Ramos, had
been convicted of “operating” a vehicle while under the influ-
ence, inviolation of Massachusettslaw. Becauseit wasasecond
conviction within aten-year period, a sentence enhancement re-
sulted in atwo-year sentence of imprisonment. In removal pro-
ceedings, an immigration judge found that Ramos was deport-
able as an aggravated felon, and the BIA affirmed that decision.
However, the BIA then granted Ramos's motion to reopen and
concluded that, because “operating a vehicle” does not neces-
sarily requiretheintentional act of “driving,” aconviction under
the Massachusetts statute encompasses a broad range of of-
fenses and does not necessarily require that the defendant have
committed an offense involving a substantial risk of the use of
force. The BIA therefore found that this case was distinguish-
able from Matter of Puente, where the BIA had found that a
felony DUI conviction constituted a“ crime of violence” because
the act of driving under the influence necessarily entailed a sub-
stantial risk of the use of force. Because the Massachusetts
statute encompassed a broader range of offenses than just “driv-
ing,” the BIA concluded that the INS had not established that

Ramos had committed a“ crime of violence” such asto constitute
an aggravated felony.

Subsequently, the INS filed a motion to reconsider the deci-
sion, submitting that additional information included in the judg-
ment of conviction established that Ramos was in fact driving
under the influence when he committed the offense. The INS
contended that the case therefore was controlled by the BIA's
prior decisionsin Matter of Puente and Matter of Magallanes.

In denying the INS's motion, the BIA overruled Puente and
Magallanes, noting that most circuits that have considered the
issue have rejected the contention that a crime requiring only
negligence, or with no intent requirement at all, can be consid-
ered a “crime of violence,” although the circuits differ as to
whether “recklessness” without more is sufficient to establish a
“crime of violence” (for further discussion of circuit court cases
on thisissue, see e.g., “Three Circuit Courts Rule Felony DUI
Conviction Not ‘Aggravated Felony,”” IMMIGRANTS RIGHTS
UPDATE, Aug. 31, 2001, p. 12). Incircuitsthat haveruled onthis
issue, the BIA will now follow thelaw of thecircuit. Incircuitsin
which the federal court of appeals has not decided the issue, the
BIA will consider a state DUI offense to constitute a “ crime of
violence” only if aconviction under the statute requiresalevel of
criminal intent of at least “recklessness.”

Matter of Ramos, 231. & N. Dec. 336,
Int. Dec. 3468 (BIA Apr. 4,2002).

IMMIGRANT STUDENT BILL PASSES SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE —
The Senate Judiciary Committee has passed a bill that would
expand some undocumented immigrants access to educational
benefitsand ability to adjust to lawful status. Sponsored by Sen.
OrrinHatch (R-UT), the Development, Relief, and Education for
Alien Minors (DREAM) Act (S. 1291) was passed by the Senate
committee on June 20, 2002. Before approvingthe DREAM Act,
the committee made important changes in the bill, adding, with
the support of Sen. Hatch, a substitute amendment proposed by
Sen. Richard Durbin (D-1L). Asaresult, thebill was passed out of
committee with strong bipartisan support, which bodes well for
its eventual passage by the full Senate.

As amended in the committee, the DREAM Act repeals the
provision of federal law that discourages states from providing
in-state tuition to undocumented immigrants. It aso permitslong-
timeresident immigrantswith good moral character to obtain law-
ful permanent resident status once they graduate from high
school. In addition to the sponsorship of Sens. Hatch and Durbin,
the amended DREAM Act now enjoys the cosponsorship of,
among others, Sens. Ted Kennedy (D-MA) and Sam Brownback
(R-KS) who are, respectively, the chair and ranking minority mem-
bers of the Senate |mmigration Subcommittee.

The committee session engendered more back and forth among
the senators than usual, but in the end the amended bill passed
by avoicevote. Sens. MariaCantwell (D-WA), Durbin, and Hatch
all spokemovingly about young peopleintheir statesfrom whom
they had heard and who would benefit from the DREAM Act.
Other senators voicing their support included Joseph Biden (D-
DE), DianneFeingtein (D-CA), and Patrick Leahy (D-VT), thechair
of thecommittee.
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All of these senators pointed out that the young people who
would benefit from the DREAM Act have grown up in the coun-
try and can make significant contributionsto U.S. society if freed
to do so. They also emphasized that the states where these
young people live should not be blocked by federal law from
providing them with an education.

Sens. Jon Kyl (R-AZ) and Jeff Sessions (R-AL) spokein op-
position to the amended bill. They argued that it would reward
lawbreakers, provide an incentive for moreimmigrantsto cometo
the country illegally, and permit young people who had commit-
ted drug crimes and vandalism to legalize their status.

Theoretically, the next step towards passage of the DREAM
Act would be Senate floor consideration. But thereisvery little
floor time left before the end of this session of Congress. Advo-
cates will have to build momentum for the bill if they hope to
enact the DREAM Act before Congress adjournsin October 2002.

DOJ ISSUES PROPOSED REGULATIONS FOR ADJUSTMENT OF
INDOCHINESE PAROLEES — The U.S. Dept. of Justice has issued
proposed regulations implementing a provision of the Foreign
Operations Appropriations Act of 2001 that authorizesthe attor-
ney general to adjust the status of certain Indochinese parolees
to lawful permanent residence. Thethree-year application period
does not begin until the regulations are finalized.

Eligibility. Natives of Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laosmay adjust
their statusto lawful permanent residence if they:

» wereinspected and paroled into the U.S. before Oct. 1, 1997,
fromthe Orderly Departure Program inVietnam, arefugeecampin
East Asia, or adisplaced person camp administered by the United
Nations High Commissioner for Refugeesin Thailand;

» were physically present in the U.S. prior to and on Oct. 1,
1997,

« file an adjustment application within the three-year applica-
tion period; and

« areotherwise admissibleto the U.S—however, somegrounds
of inadmissibility do not apply to these applicants, and certain
other grounds may be waived.

The spouses and children of persons who adjust under this
section are not entitled to derivative adjustment.

Grounds of Inadmissibility. Severa groundsof inadmissibility—
including those involving public charge, unlawful presence, and
previous remova—do not apply to adjustment applicationsfiled
under this law. The attorney general may waive certain other
grounds of inadmissibility—including those relating to health,
mi srepresentation, and document fraud—to prevent extreme hard-
ship to the applicant or to hisor her U.S. citizen or lawful perma-
nent resident spouse, parent, son, or daughter. Applicants may
also apply for any other waiver of inadmissibility available under
section 212 of the Immigration and Nationality Act, including a
section 212(h) waiver of certain criminal grounds.

Application Procedure. All applicationsunder thislaw must be
submitted to the Nebraska Service Center for adjudication by the
Immigration and Naturalization Service. Immigration judgesand
the Board of Immigration Appeals do not have the authority to
decidethese applications. Personswho havefiled an application
with the INS and arein immigration court proceedings may seek

the consent of INS counsel to filing ajoint motion for administra-
tive closure. Applicants with afinal order of removal, deporta-
tion, or exclusion may seek astay of removal fromtheINSwhile
their applications are pending.

Cap. Becausethelaw limitsthetotal number of adjustmentsto
5,000, the INS will assign a number to every application that is
properly filed and adjudicate casesin the order in which they are
submitted. In casesthat require waiversto overcome any crimi-
nal, fraud, immigration violator, citizenship ineligibility, or illegal
voting ground of ineligibility, the INSwill assign anumber only if
and when the waiver is granted.

Written comments on the proposed regulations must be sub-
mitted to INSon or before Sept. 9, 2002.

67 Fed. Reg. 4,402-10 (July 9, 2002).

DOJ ISSUES PROPOSED REGULATION CHANGING STANDARD FOR OB-
TAINING WAIVER OF CRIMINAL GROUNDS OF INADMISSIBILITY — In a
little noticed move that could affect thousands of non-U.S. citi-
zensapplying for admission tothe U.S. or adjustment of statusto
lawful permanent residents of the U.S., the Dept. of Justice has
issued aproposed regulation that dramatically limitsthe circum-
stances under which the Immigration and Naturalization Service
grantswaivers of the criminal grounds of inadmissibility.

In an extension of his decision in Matter of Jean, 23 1. & N.
Dec. 373 (A.G. May 2,2002), theU.S. attorney general proposesa
general rulethat the INSwill deny waivers of inadmissibility in-
volving violent or dangerous crimes except in extraordinary cir-
cumstances. (For more information, see “AG Overrules BIA to
LimitsIts Authority to Give Relief to Noncitizens Who Commit-
ted Violent Crimes,” IMMIGRANTS RIGHTS UPDATE, May 30,
2002, p. 4). Extraordinary circumstancesinclude casesinwhich
there are overriding national security or foreign policy consider-
ations or the applicant has demonstrated that a denial would
result in exceptional and extremely unusual hardship. Depending
on the gravity of the crime, such circumstances may not be suffi-
cient to warrant the grant of awaiver.

Written comments on the proposed regulation must be sub-
mitted to the INS on or before Sept. 9, 2002.

67 Fed. Reg. 4,402-10 (July 9, 2002)

BIA RULES “CONTINUOUS PHYSICAL PRESENCE” FOR PURPOSES OF
NON-LPR CANCELLATION IS TERMINATED BY A VOLUNTARY DEPAR-
TURE — The Board of Immigration Appeals hasissued an en banc
precedent decision finding that a voluntary departure “under
threat of deportation” ends the accrua of “continuous physical
presence” that non—awful permanent resident applicantsfor can-
cellation of removal must show to qualify for the relief. Under
section 240A (b) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, appli-
cants for cancellation must establish that they have been con-
tinuously physically present in the United States for at least ten
years. They must also show that they have good moral character
and that their removal would cause exceptional and extremely
unusual hardshiptoaU.S. citizen or LPR parent, spouse, or child.

Therespondent inthiscase, aMr. Romalez-Alcaide, isaMexi-
can national who entered the U.S. in 1984. On two occasions, in
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1993 and 1994, he accepted voluntary departure to avoid having
deportation proceedings initiated against him. In both cases, he
returned to the U.S. within aday or two of the departure. 1n 1997
the Immigration and Naturalization Service served Romalez-
Alcaidewith aNoticetoAppear, initiating removal proceedings.
At his hearing, Romalez-Alcaide applied for cancellation of re-
moval and voluntary departure. The immigration judge found
that he was not eligible for cancellation because he met neither
the ten-year continuous physical presence nor the hardship re-
quirement. The 1J granted the request for voluntary departure,
and Romal ez-Al caide appeal ed the denial of cancellation.

On appeal, the BIA noted that whether the respondent satis-
fied the ten-year requirement depends upon whether his volun-
tary departures ended his accrual of continuous physical pres-
ence. The respondent contended that under INA section
240A(d)(2), which setsforth rulesfor cal culating continuous physi-
cal presence for purposes of cancellation, his brief departures
should not be considered to interrupt continuous physical pres-
ence. Section 240A(d)(2) provides that an applicant is consid-
ered to have failed to maintain continuous physical presence if
he or she departsthe country “for any period in excess of 90 days
or for any periodsin the aggregate exceeding 180 days.”

However, a majority of the BIA concluded that continuous
physical presence for purposes of cancellation can be ended by
departures of shorter duration than those described in section
240A(d)(2). The BIA noted that under the “brief, casual, and
innocent” standard that is used to determine whether adeparture
ends continuous physical presence in suspension of deporta-
tion cases, a voluntary departure under threat of deportation of
any length is considered to break continuous presence. The
majority could find nothing in thelegid ative history of thelllegal
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996
(INRIRA), which created removal proceedings, to explain why
Congress did not include the “brief, casual, and innocent” stan-
dard for cancellation of removal. Nonetheless, it concluded that
Congress must have intended for voluntary departures under
threat of deportation to break continuous physical presence.

Themajority also based itsruling on the regulationsissued by
the attorney general toimplement “ special rule”’ cancellation un-
der the Nicaraguan Adjustment and Central American Relief Act
of 1997 (NACARA). Availableto certain Salvadorans, Guatema-
lans, and national s of the former Soviet bloc, special rule cancel-
lationisaform of relief that providesfor more generouseligibility
standards than regular cancellation of removal. The NACARA
regulations provide that, in addition to departures longer than 90
days or in the aggregate longer than 180 days, departures under
threat of deportation break continuousphysical presence. 8 C.F.R.
§ 240.64(d). The majority reasoned that, since the attorney gen-
eral considered such absences (i.e., resulting from departure un-
der threat of deportation and lasting less than 90 days) to break
continuous physical presence for purposes of a more generous
form of cancellation, the restriction must also apply to regular
cancellation of removal. The BIA therefore denied the appeal.

Board Member Pauley issued a concurrence, stating that asa
BIA member he is constrained to follow the attorney genera’s
regulations but that the regulations appear to conflict with the
statute. Board Member Rosenberg, joined by Member Espenoza,

issued adissent. They argued that the NACARA regulationsfor

special rule cancellation of removal do not apply to this case, and

that the statute sets forth an objective standard for measuring

whether departures break continuous physical presence.

Because Romalez-Alcaide did not meet the continuous physi-

cal presence requirement, the BIA did not reach the issue of his
appeal regarding the hardship requirement for cancellation.

Matter of Romalez-Alcaide, 231. & N. Dec. 423,

Int. Dec. 3475 (BIA May 29, 2002).

BIA: RESIDENCE IN U.S. FOLLOWING ADMISSION AS NONIMMIGRANT
COUNTS TOWARDS 7-YEAR “CONTINUOUS RESIDENCE” REQUIREMENT
FOR LPR CANCELLATION —The Board of Immigration Appeals has
issued a precedent decision finding that applicants for cancella-
tion of removal can have time spent in the United States follow-
ing admission as a nonimmigrant apply to the “continuous resi-
dence” requirement. Under section 240A (@) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, cancellation applicants must show that they
have accumulated seven years of continuous residence in the
U.S. In addition to seven years of continuous residence, appli-
cants must have been in lawful permanent resident status for at
least five years.

Therespondent inthiscase, aMr. Blancas-Lara, isaMexican
national who entered the U.S. on aborder crossing card in 1986,
when hewasfiveyearsold. 1n 1991 headjusted to LPR status. In
1998 he was served with aNoticetoAppear (NTA), commencing
removal proceedings. At the time he was served with the NTA,
ending the accrual of continuous residence for cancellation pur-
poses, he had been an L PR for about six years and eight months.

At his hearing, Blancas-Lara applied for cancellation of re-
moval. Theimmigration judge found that he satisfied the seven-
year continuous residence requirement by counting the time
Blancas-Laralivedinthe U.S. before obtaining LPR status. The
1J justified this finding by reasoning that Blancas-Lara was at
that time aminor living with hisU.S. citizen father, and the U.S.
residence of hisfather could beimputed to Blancas-Lara. ThelJ
concluded that Blancas-Lara was eligible for cancellation and
found that he merited therelief in the exercise of discretion. The
Immigration and Naturalization Service appealed this decision,
raising only theclaimthat thelJerred infinding that Blancas-Lara
satisfied the continuous residence requirement. The INSdid not
otherwise contest Blancas-Lara's eligibility for cancellation or
the grant of relief in the exercise of discretion.

On appeal, the BIA found that the plain language of the stat-
ute supports counting time spent in the U.S. following admission
as a honimmigrant towards the continuous residence require-
ment. INA section 240A (a)(2) requires applicants for cancella-
tion to show seven years continuous residence “after having
been admitted in any status.” The reference to “any status,” the
BIA held, must include nonimmigrant aswell asimmigrant status.
TheBIA also noted that under INA section 101(a)(33) “residence”
is defined as a person’s “principal, actual dwelling placein fact,
without regard to intent.”

The BIA rejected the INS's contention that Congress could
not haveintended to count timefoll owing admission asanonim-
migrant toward continuous residence, because that would en-
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courage nonimmigrants to violate the terms of their status and
establishresidenceinthe U.S. TheBIA noted that had Congress
intended to require maintenance of status as a condition for can-
cellation, it could easily have made the requirement explicit in the
statute.

Because the BIA concluded that Blancas-Lara's residence in
the U.S. following his admission on a border crossing card met
the seven-year requirement, it did not addresstheissue of whether
the residence of hisfather could be imputed to him.

Matter of Blancas-Lara, 231. & N. Dec. 458,
Int. Dec. 3477 (BIA Jun. 10, 2002).

BIA: MISDEMEANOR OFFENSE OF SEXUAL ABUSE OF A MINOR IS
“AGGRAVATED FELONY” —The Board of Immigration Appeals has
issued an en banc precedent decision finding that a New York
misdemeanor conviction for sexual abuse of aminor constitutes
an“aggravated felony” under section 101(a)(48)(A) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act. The BIA had reached the opposite
conclusioninMatter of Crammond,231. & N. Dec. 9 (BIA 2001).
However, the BIA subsequently vacated the opinion in
Crammond, finding that it had no jurisdiction over Crammond’s
motionto reopen. Thelack of jurisdictionstemmed from the fact
that, unbeknownst to the BIA, the respondent had already left
the country at thetime of the original ruling. Matter of Crammond,
231.& N.Dec. 179 (BIA 2001).

Initsoriginal opinion in Crammond, the BIA majority found
that, becausethereisnoindicationin INA section 101(a)(48)(A)
that the provision applies to a misdemeanor conviction, only a
felony conviction can constitute an “aggravated felony” under
this subsection. The BIA now has decided that “the legal land-
scape relating to this question has significantly changed.” At
the time of the original Crammond decision, only the Seventh
Circuit had ruled on theissue, finding that section 101(a)(48)(A)
does encompass misdemeanors. Guerrero-Perezv. INS, 242 F.3d
727 (7th Cir. 2001). Sincethen, the Seventh Circuit hasreaffirmed
itsprior ruling, and the Sixth and Eleventh Circuits have reached
the same conclusion. The BIA concluded that these develop-
ments constitute grounds for reversing its ruling on this issue.

Matter of Small,231. & N. Dec. 448,
Int. Dec. 3476 (BIA June4, 2002).

PRESIDENT DESIGNATES PERIOD OF ARMED CONFLICT FOR PURPOSES
OF NATURALIZATION — President George W. Bush has designated
Sept. 11, 2001, as the beginning of a period of armed conflict
between the United States and a hostile foreign force, for pur-
poses of naturalization under Section 329 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act.

Under section 329, noncitizenswho have served honorably in
the U.S. armed forces during adesignated period of military hos-
tility may apply for and obtain naturalization without meeting
certain of the normal requirements. For example, suchindividuals
do not need to meet the normal residence and physical presence
requirements. Individuals eligible for naturalization under this
special provision may naturalize even if they are in deportation
proceedings or subject to afinal order of deportation.

The designation was announced in an executive order pub-
lished in the Federal Register. According to the order, thetermi-
nation date of the period will be announced in afuture executive
order, but don’t expect thisto happen before the next presidential
election. 67 Fed. Reg. 45,287 (Jul. 8, 2002).

INS ASKS ASYLEES WHO APPLIED FOR ADJUSTMENT PRIOR TO JUNE
10, 1998, AND HAVE NOT RECEIVED A DECISION TO CONTACT THE
AGENCY — The Immigration and Naturalization Serviceisrequest-
ing that asylees who applied for adjustment of status on or be-
fore June 9, 1998, and still have not received a decision on their
applications call the agency. The purpose of the call isto ensure
that the INS has the applicant’s current address and to check on
the status of the case. Therequest wasissued inaMay 10, 2001,
notice from the agency.

The notice directs applicants to contact the INS by calling 1-
800-375-5283. When calling, the applicant should have available
the application receipt number. When the phone is answered
with an automated message, the applicant should press 1 (“for
information about pending applications”) and then 2 (“for change
of address of your N-400 and certain pending asylum adjustment
applications’).

The notice also contains a specia notice to Iragi and Syrian
asylees. Because of special laws, certain Iragi and Syrian asylees
are not subject to the 10,000 cases-per-year cap that applies to
other asylee adjustment cases. The notice asks Iragi and Syrian
asylees who believe that the INS may be inadvertently treating
their cases as being subject to the cap to write to the agency at
the following address:

Nebraska Service Center
Attn: 485 Syrian Supervisor
PO.Box 87333

Lincoln, NE 68501-7333

Litigation

SUPREME COURT TO DECIDE LEGALITY OF INS MANDATORY DETENTION
—The United States Supreme Court has decided to review acase
challenging section 236(c) of the Immigration and Nationality Act,
which requires detention without bond for non—U.S. citizensin
removal proceedingswho have been convicted of specified crimi-
nal offenses. Inthe decision below, Kimv. Ziglar, 276 F.3d 523
(9th Cir. 2002), the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit had
ruled that the detention without a hearing of alawful permanent
resident pursuant to section 236(c) violates due process (for more
concerning the Ninth Circuit’s decision in Kim, see*“3d and 9th
CircuitsHold Mandatory Detention Provision Unconstitutional ,”
IMMIGRANTS RIGHTS UPDATE, Feb. 28, 2002, p. 12). The Su-
preme Court’sdecision to grant the solicitor general’ s petition for
certiorari inthe case meansthat the Court will decidethisissuein
the coming term, which beginsin October.
Demore, District Director, INSv. Kim, No. 01-1491,
2002 U.S. LEX1S4914 (Jun. 28,2002).
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SUPREME COURT STAYS INJUNCTION OF CLOSED IMMIGRATION
HEARINGS — The United States Supreme Court has issued a stay
of alower court order that prohibited the Executive Office for
Immigration Review from closing removal casesto the publicin
“gspecial interest” cases pursuant to adirective of Chief Immigra-
tion Judge Michael Creppy (for more on the Creppy directive, see
“Chief Immigration Judge I ssues Guidelinesfor Secret Removal
Hearings,” IMMIGRANTS RIGHTS UPDATE, Dec. 20, 2001, p. 3).
The case below was brought by mediaorganizationsin New Jer-
sey. TheU.S. district court ruled that the blanket closing of hear-
ings pursuant to the Creppy directive, without individualized de-
terminations that national security interests warranted the clos-
ing of particular hearings, violates the First Amendment right of
free speech, and issued an injunction. The government appeal ed
therulingtothe Third Circuit Court of Appeals, but the appellate
court denied the government’s request for a stay of the order
pending consideration of theappeal. The government then sought
astay from the Supreme Court, and the Court has now stayed the
order pending thefinal disposition of the government’s appeal of
the caseto the Third Circuit.
Ashcroft v. North Jersey Media Group,
No. 01A991 (Jun. 28, 2002).

9TH CIRCUIT RULES THAT HEIGHTENED INJUNCTION STANDARD NOT
APPLICABLETO STAY PENDING COURT’S REVIEW OF HABEAS DENIAL —
The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit has ruled that
section 242(f)(2) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, which
prohibits courtsfrom enjoining theremoval of noncitizensunless
they meet an extremely high standard, doesnot apply tothe court’s
ability toissueastay of removal pendingitsreview of the appeal
of adenial of ahabeas corpuspetition. Section 242(f)(2) restricts
the power of courtsto “enjoin the removal of any alien pursuant
toafinal order . . . unlessthe alien shows by clear and convinc-
ing evidence that the entry or execution of such order is prohib-
ited asamatter of law.” The court found that theissue of whether
section 242(f)(2) applies to a request for a stay of removal is
governed by itsprior decisionin Andreiu v. Ashcroft, 253 F.3d 477
(9th Cir. 2001) (en banc). InAndreiu, the court found that section
242(f)(2) does not apply to the court’s determination whether to
issue a stay of remova pending the review of a removal order
pursuant to a petition for review, distinguishing a*“ stay” froman
“injunction” for this purpose (for more concerning the decision
in Andreiu, see”9th Circuit Holds That I|RIRA Did Not Modify
the Standard for a Stay of Removal,” IMMIGRANTS' RIGHTS UP-
DATE, Aug. 31, 2001, p.11).

Maharaj v. Ashcroft, No. 01-15703 (9th Cir. Jul. 2, 2002).

11TH CIRCUIT FINDS HEIGHTENED INJUNCTION STANDARD APPLIES TO
STAYS OF REMOVAL PENDING DIRECT JUDICIAL REVIEW — A three-
judge panel of the U.S. Court of Appealsfor the Eleventh Circuit
hasruled that section 242(f)(2) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act requires that a heightened standard be met before the court
can issue a stay of removal pending consideration of a petition
for review of aremoval order. Section 242(f)(2) restrictsthe power
of courtsto “enjoin the removal of any alien pursuant to afina

order . . . unless the alien shows by clear and convincing evi-
dence that the entry or execution of such order is prohibited asa
matter of law.” The court refused to follow the decisions of the
Ninth and Sixth Circuits, which havefound that section 242(f)(2)
does not apply to temporary stays pending judicial review of
removal orders. Andreiu v. Ashcroft, 253 F.3d 477 (9th Cir. 2001)
(en banc); Beijani v. INS 271 F.3d 670 (6th Cir. 2001). Instead, the
court found that section 242(f)(2) applies to stay applications.
The court concluded that, under this standard, “only aliens who
can show clear-cut errors under established law will receive
stays.”

Weng v. U.S Attorney General, 287 F.3d 1335 (11th Cir. 2002).

9TH CIRCUIT RULES THAT A SENTENCE ENHANCEMENT FOR RECIDIVISM
DOES NOT COUNT TOWARDS THE ONE-YEAR SENTENCE REQUIREMENT
FOR AN “AGGRAVATED FELONY” THEFT CONVICTION — The United
States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit has issued an en
banc decision finding that a defendant who was convicted of
petty theft and sentenced to two years' incarceration as a result
of an enhancement due to a prior conviction was not convicted
of an “aggravated felony.”

The ruling finds that the California statute under which the
defendant was convicted is not a “theft” offense under section
101(a)(43)(G) of the Immigration and Nationality Act becausethe
statute criminalizes conduct that would not constitute “theft”
under the“generic” definition of theterm. Inaddition, the defen-
dant cannot be considered to have received a sentence of one
year or longer for the offense, because the statute only autho-
rizesimprisonment for amaximum of six months. Whilethedefen-
dant actually received a two-year sentence, that was due to an
enhancement of the sentence because of a prior offense. The
court found that the enhancement cannot be counted towards
the sentence for this offense. The ruling was madein acriminal
case wheretheissue waswhether the prior offensewasan aggra-
vated felony so as to trigger an enhancement of the defendant’s
sentencefor illegal entry to the U.S. following deportation.

The defendant in this case, aMr. Corona-Sanchez, isaMexi-
can national who first entered the U.S. in 1987 or 1988, at the age
of 13. He subsequently collected aseriesof criminal convictions
for various offenses. The offense at issue in this case involved
his attempt to shoplift a 12-pack of beer and a pack of cigarettes
fromaliquor storein 1994. He was convicted, and, because of a
previous conviction for attempted petty larceny of aliquor store,
he was sentenced for petty theft with a prior conviction.

In 1997 Corona-Sanchez pled guilty to being foundinthe U.S.
after having been deported. Thedistrict court that heard his case
found that his prior petty theft offense constituted an “aggra-
vated felony” under INA section 101(a)(43)(G) and imposed a77-
month sentence under federal sentencing guidelines. The in-
stant case arises on appeal from that decision.

In reviewing the decision, the court of appealsfirst addressed
the issue of what methodology to use to define the term “theft
offense” asused in INA section 101(a)(43)(G). Inthiscase, be-
causethecrimeof “theft” devel oped from the common law crime
of “larceny,” the court found thiscommon law definition to bethe
starting point, but not the end point, in the analysis. Rather, the
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common law definition must be considered in conjunction with
statutory history of the term, to arrive at a*“generic concept” of
theterm. The court noted that inTaylor v. United Sates, 495 U.S.
575 (1990), the Supreme Court rejected both placing solereliance
on the common law definition and relying on the specific defini-
tion used by a state, in determining whether astate crime meetsa
federal criminal definition. Instead, the court followed the ap-
proach of the Seventh Circuit in Hernandez-Mancillav. INS, 246
F.3d 1002 (7th Cir. 2001), where the court arrived at a“ modern,
generic definition” of a “theft offense” based on both the com-
mon law and subsequent statutory usage. Under this definition,
atheft offense is “ataking of property or an exercise of control
over property without consent with the criminal intent to deprive
the owner of rights and benefits of ownership, even if such dep-
rivationislessthan total or permanent.” 246 F.3d at 1009.

The court then sought to determine whether the offense un-
der which Corona-Sanchez was convicted comeswithin this defi-
nition. Because the record in this case nowhere reflects the spe-
cific California statute under which Corona-Sanchez was con-
victed of petty theft, the court of appeals had to undertake an
extensive examination of Californialaw in order to identify the
statute. Ultimately, based on the description of the offenseinthe
presentence report and the general structure of California theft
statutes, the court concluded that Corona-Sanchez must have
been convicted under CaliforniaPenal Code section 484(a). Ex-
amining this provision, the court found that it is significantly
broader than the federal common law definition of a“theft” of-
fense. A defendant can be convicted under section 484(a) with-
out having taken or exercised control over the property in ques-
tion. Aiding and abetting a theft violates section 484(a) even if
not specifically charged. And offenses not encompassed in the
federal definition, such astheft of labor and solicitation of false
credit reporting, are also encompassed within section 484(a).
Although Corona-Sanchez received a sentence enhancement for
“Petty Theft with Prior Jail Term for a Specific Offense,” neither
the underlying conviction nor the enhancement narrow the scope
of the conviction to necessarily come within the generic defini-
tion of a “theft” offense. For this reason, the court concluded
that the conviction cannot be considered an aggravated felony
under INA section 101(8)(43)(G).

In addition, the Ninth Circuit found that the conviction is not
encompassed within the definition of INA section 101(a)(43)(G)
for another independent reason: it does not carry a sentence of
incarceration for at least one year. While it is true that Corona-
Sanchez was sentenced to two years' incarceration, that sen-
tence was only the result of an enhancement for a prior offense.
The court concluded that such an enhancement does not relate
to the commission of the offense at issue and does not alter the
elements of that offense. Because the offense at issue carries a
maximum sentence of only six months, the court concluded that
the conviction cannot be considered an aggravated felony. The
court therefore remanded the case to the district court for resen-
tencing consistent with its opinion.

U.S v. Corona-Sanchez, No. 98-50452
(9th Cir. Jun. 6, 2002) (en banc).

9TH CIRCUIT FINDS AEDPA RESTRICTIONS ON 212 (c) RELIEF APPLY TO
LPR WITH PRE-AEDPA CONVICTION AFTER TRIAL — A three-judge
panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit hasis-
sued aruling that narrows eligibility for lawful permanent resi-
dents (L PRs) seeking waivers under section 212(c) of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Actin severa significant ways. First, the
decision finds that the Supreme Court’s ruling in INSv. S. Cyr,
533 U.S. 289 (2001), applies only to convictions resulting from
guilty pleas and not to those resulting from trials. In . Cyr, the
Court found that the provision of the Antiterrorism and Effective
Death Penalty Act of 1996 (AEDPA) that barred 212(c) relief for
individuals convicted of awide variety of specified criminal of-
fenses does not apply to guilty pleasentered prior to the statute’s
enactment. Second, the decision finds that, while the AEDPA
does not apply to individuals whose deportation cases com-
menced prior to the enactment of the statute, it does apply to an
individual who was issued and served an Order to Show Cause
(OSC) prior to theAEDPA but whose OSC was not filed with the
immigration court until after theAEDPA senactment. TheAEDPA
was enacted onApr. 24, 1996.

The respondent in this case, aMr. Armendariz-Montoya, isa
Mexican national who entered the United Statesin 1972 when he
wasthreeyearsold. 1n 1978, he adjusted to L PR status. In 1995
he was convicted, after ajury trial, of possession of cocainewith
intent to distribute. While hewasincarcerated, the Immigration
and Naturalization Serviceissued adetainer against him. OnApr.
5, 1996, the INS issued an OSC against him, charging him with
being deportable based on the conviction. OnApr. 22, 1996, the
INSserved the OSC on Armendariz, and on Dec. 19, 1996, theINS
filed the OSC with theimmigration court.

AtArmendariz’sdeportation hearing inApril 1997, theimmi-
gration judge found that he was ineligible for a 212(c) waiver
because of theAEDPA, and Armendariz appealed. The Board of
Immigration Appeals affirmed the 1J'sdecision, and Armendariz
then filed a petition for review. The court of appeals dismissed
the petition for lack of jurisdiction, and Armendariz then filed a
habeas petition with the district court. The district court found
that the AEDPA does not apply to Armendariz because he was
served with an OSC two days prior to the enactment of the stat-
ute. ThelNSappealed that ruling, and the Ninth Circuit has now
ruled on that appeal.

On the issue of whether deportation proceedings had com-
menced at the time of the AEDPA’'s enactment, the court con-
cluded that they had not, because the OSC was not filed with the
immigration court until afterwards. The court found thisissueto
be controlled by its prior decision in Cortez-Felipe v. INS, 245
F.3d 1054 (9th Cir. 2001) (finding that for purposesof determining
the applicability of provisionsof thelllegal Immigration Reform
and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 (IIRIRA), deportation
cases commence with thefiling of an OSC), and by the applicable
regulations. 8 CFR § 3.14(a). Thecourt rejected the reasoning of
the First Circuit inWallacev. Reno, 194 F.3d 279 (1st Cir. 1999),
noting that the court there reached the opposite result in a case
presenting “materially identical circumstancesto thiscase.” In
Wallace, the First Circuit found that for purposes of theAEDPA's
bar to 212(c) relief, the INS need only have served the OSC on the
respondent before the AEDPA was enacted to establish that de-
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portation proceedings had already commenced. TheFirst Circuit
refused to defer to the regulation on this issue, noting that “we
are not concerned with the INS's internal time tables, starting
points, due dates, and the like, but with the judicial question of
retroactivity . . . [, which] turnson . . . the realities of reasonable
reliance or settled expectations on the part of litigants.”

The court also rejected the reasoning of the Eleventh Circuit
inAlanis-Bustamantev. Reno, 201 F.3d 1303 (11th Cir. 2000). In
that case, the court found that the combination of service of an
OSC with the lodging of an INS detainer against the respondent
was sufficient to commence proceedings against a respondent
“for purposes of determining the applicable law.” Again, the
Ninth Circuit rejected this reasoning on the basis of the regula-
tion and the Cortez case.

The court summarily rejected the contention that applying the
AEDPA's restrictions to the pre-AEDPA conviction in this case
would beimpermissibly retroactive. The court distinguished the
conviction in this case from the one at issue in &. Cyr on the
groundsthat in this case the conviction resulted from atrial rather
than a guilty plea. The court reasoned that “unlike aliens who
pleaded guilty, aliens who elected a jury trial cannot plausibly
claimthat they would have acted any differently if they had known
about [the AEDPA restriction on 212(c) relief].” The court did
not appear to seriously examine whether trial strategy could be
influenced by reasonable expectations regarding whether depor-
tation would result from a conviction.

The court also rejected the claim that the AEDPA restriction
on 212(c) relief violatesequal protection by eliminating the relief
for LPRs in deportation proceedings but not for those in exclu-
sion proceedings. The court found this issue resolved by its
previous decision in United Sates v. Estrada-Torres, 179 F.3d
776 (9th Cir. 1999), overruled on other grounds, United Satesv.
Rivera-Sanchez, 247 F.3d 905 (9th Cir. 2001) (en banc).

The petitioner hasfiled apetition for rehearing of the decision.

Armendariz-Montoya v. Sonchik, No. 01-16029
(9th Cir. May 30, 2002).

9TH CIRCUIT ISSUES GENERAL ORDER RE: ISSUING STAYS IN PETITIONS
FOR REVIEW — The U.S. Court of Appealsfor theNinth Circuit has
issued a general order establishing the procedures that the court
will follow in adjudicating requests for stays of deportation or
removal filed in conjunction with petitionsfor review of deporta-
tion or removal orders. The order essentially codifiesthe proce-
durethat the court established inDeLeonv. INS, 115 F.3d 643 (Sth
Cir.1997).

Under the order, the filing of amotion or request for astay of
removal or deportation resultsin atemporary stay pending fur-
ther order of the court. This stay occurs automatically, and the
court ordinarily will not issue an order confirming the stay. A
briefing schedule on the merits of the petition will not be estab-
lished until the court has resolved the stay request. If the court
on reviewing the request finds that it does not address the merits
of the petition or the potential harms faced by the petitioner, the
court will notify the petitioner and give him or her 14 days to
submit asupplemental motion. ThelNSisgiven42 daysfromthe
filing of the motion or stay request in which to file a response,

and the agency must submit the administrativerecord at the same
time. The petitioner may fileareply brief within 7 daysof service
of the INS's response.

Ninth Circuit General Order 6.4.c. (effective duly 1, 2002).

Employment Issues

FEDERAL AGENCIES CLARIFY LIMITED IMPACT OF HOFFMAN PLASTIC
DECISION — The U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(EEOC) and the Dept. of Labor (DOL) recently issued guidance
clarifying the impact of the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in
Hoffman Plastic Compounds, Inc. v. National Labor Relations
Board, 122 S, Ct. 1275 (2002). InHoffman, the Supreme Court
ruled that undocumented workers are not eligible for back pay
under the National Labor RelationsAct (NLRA). Consequently,
immigrants' rights advocates have been concerned about the
impact of Hoffman on the employment rights of immigrants under
other federal laws.

On June 28, 2002, the EEOC announced its unanimous deci-
siontorescind its 1999 Guidance on “ RemediesAvailableto Un-
documentedWorkers Under Federal Employment Discrimination
Laws’ inlight of theHoffman decision. However, the EEOC also
reaffirmed its commitment to protecting undocumented workers
and reiterated that Hoffman does not call into question the settled
principlethat undocumented workersare covered by federal stat-
utes prohibiting employment discrimination. Such lawsinclude
TitleVII of the Civil Rights Act, which the EEOC ischarged with
enforcing. Title VIl prohibits national origin discrimination and
sexual harassment aswell asother formsof unlawful employment
discrimination.

Moreover, “[The] EEOC will not, onitsown initiative, inquire
into aworker’simmigration status. Nor will EEOC consider an
individual’s immigration status when examining the underlying
meritsof acharge.” The EEOC directed itsfield officesthat claims
for all forms of relief—except for reinstatement and back pay for
periods after discharge or failureto hire—should be processed in
accordance with existing standards regardless of an individual’s
immigration status. The EEOC is till evaluating the impact of
Hoffman on the monetary remedies available to undocumented
workersunder federal employment discrimination statutes.

The DOL’s clarification came in the form of a fact sheet ex-
plaining that the Supreme Court’s decision inHoffmanislimited
to back pay under the NLRA. The agency has stated that it will
continueto enforce, under the Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA),
the rights of all workers—regardless of immigration status—to
be compensated for work already performed. In addition, the
DOL stated that Hoffman did not affect the rights of undocu-
mented workers under the Migrant and Seasonal Agricultural
Worker Protection Act (also known as AWPA), which requires
employers and farm labor contractors to pay the wages owed to
migrant or seasonal agricultural workers when the payments are
due. However, the DOL is still evaluating how Hoffman affects
other laws, such asthe antiretaliation provisions of the FLSA.
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The EEOC'sguidance, “ Rescission of Enforcement Guidance
on Remedies Available to Undocumented Workers Under Fed-
eral Employment Discrimination Laws,” Number 915.002 (June 27,
2002), can be found at www.eeoc.gov/docs/undoc-rescind.html.
The DOL’sguidance, “ Application of U.S. Labor Lawsto Immi-
grant Workers: Effect of Hoffman Plastics decision on laws en-
forced by the Wage and Hour Division,” Fact Sheet #48, can be
found at www.dol .gov/esalregs/compliance/whd/whdfs48.htm.

COURT DENIES DESIGNER DONNA KARAN’S REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY
INTO IMMIGRATION STATUS — A federal court in New York has de-
nied the request made by defendant Donna Karan International
Inc., requesting discovery into the immigration status of plain-
tiffs in an unpaid wages case filed pursuant to the Fair Labor
Standards Act.

Karan argued that, based on the Supreme Court’s decision in
Hoffman Plastic Compounds, Inc. v. NLRB, 122 S. Ct. 1275 (2002),
defendants were entitled to information regarding the immigra-
tion status of each of the plaintiffsin order to preserve a factual
record on the issue. Karan suggested that defendants might be
willing to enter into a confidential agreement restricting the dis-
closure of any information obtained in the discovery process.
However, the court held that it was unclear Hoffman even ap-
plied, since the case before it involves unpaid wages for work
already performed. Hoffmann concerned post-termination back
pay for work not actually performed but awarded as compensa
tion under the National Labor RelationsAct for aworker’sunlaw-
ful firing.

The court held that even if such discovery were relevant, the
risk that it would result in intimidation and possibly destroy the
underlying claims outweighed the defendants' need for the dis-
closure of such information.

Zeng Liu, et al. v. Donna Karan International, Inc., et al.,
00Civ. 4221 (WK), 2002 U.S. Dist. LEX1S10542 (June 11, 2002).

Immigrants & Welfare Update

SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE VOTES TO INCLUDE RESTORATIONS OF
BENEFITS TO IMMIGRANTS IN TANF BILL —Thedriveto restore public
benefitsto immigrantstook one more step forward when the Sen-
ate Finance Committeevoted toincludeimportant immigrant health
and welfare restorations in the bill reauthorizing the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program. With the
committee’'s vote on June 26, 2002, the Work, Opportunity, and
Responsibility for Kids (WORK) Act of 2002 (H.R. 4737) will now
proceed to the Senate floor. Congressis required to reauthorize
thefederal welfarelegidation before October 2002, when the new
fiscal year begins. TheHouseversion of H.R. 4737, which passed
onMay 16, 2002, contained no immigrant-specific improvements.

Thefinal Senate Finance Committeebill includes:

« astate option to provide Medicaid and the State Children’s
Health Insurance Program (SCHIP) to lawfully residing pregnant
women and children, regardless of when they entered the U.S.

(these provisionsareidentical tothe Immigrant Children’sHealth
Improvement Act (ICHIA — S.582, H.R. 1143));

* aclarification that state and local governments may usetheir
own money to provide health services to undocumented immi-
grants; and

* a state option to provide TANF to qualified immigrants re-
gardless of the date they entered the U.S.

Under current law, most lawfully residing immigrantswho en-
tered the U.S. on or after the date on which thefederal welfarelaw
passed—Aug. 22, 1996—are barred from receiving Medicaid and
SCHIP during their first five years in the country. States may
provide comparable health assistance using their own money,
but they cannot obtain any federal reimbursement if they do so.

A bipartisan group in Congress has been toiling for years to
permit immigrant children and pregnant women to obtain basic
care under these federal health care programs, regardless of the
date they entered the U.S. Passage of such legislation, including
the ICHIA, hasremained ahigh priority for health and immigrant
rights advocates since the 1996 welfare law’simmigrant restric-
tionswerefirst enacted. The |CHIA would allow statesto lift the
five-year bar and provide health servicesto lawfully residing preg-
nant women and children under federal Medicaid and SCHIP. In
statesthat elect thisoption, the |CHIA also would eliminate spon-
sor deeming and liahility for these women and children.

Sen. Bob Graham (D-FLA) proposed that the ICHIA provi-
sions be incorporated into the Senate’'s TANF bill (H.R. 4737).
The committee debated the Graham amendment for over an hour
but finally voted by a 12-9 margin to include the ICHIA in H.R.
4737. Sens. Olympia Snowe (R-ME) and Frank Murkowski (R-
AK) joined all Democrats except Chairman Max Baucus (D-MT)
in voting for the Graham amendment. Unfortunately, given the
nature of that debate, it is possible that amendmentsto weaken or
eliminatethe ICHIA will be offered when thebill isconsidered by
thefull Senate.

State and Local Health Care. Another significant amendment to
H.R. 4737 adopted by the Senate Finance Committeewould clarify
that states and local governments are free to provide health ser-
viceswith their own funds without checking immigration status.
Their ability to do so has been called into question by some state
officials interpretations of section 411 of the Personal Responsi-
bility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(PRWORA).

The state and local health care amendment wasintroduced by
Sen. Jeff Bingaman (D-NM), who argued that state and local gov-
ernments should not be hindered in their ability to provide broad,
popul ation-focused public health servicesto their residents. Sen.
Bingaman called attention to two egregious cases—aman’ sdeath
and atwo-year-old child’'semergency surgery—that resulted from
the University of New Mexico's current policy of denying
nonemergency careto certainimmigrants. The Bingaman amend-
ment was adopted by a13-8 vote, with Sen. Jon Kyl (R-AZ) join-
ing the same group of committee members who had supported
Sen. Graham’s|CHIA amendment.

TANF Restoration. The welfare reauthorization bill passed by
the Finance Committee also gives states the option to provide
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TANFto qualified immigrantsregardless of the date they entered
theU.S. Under current law, qualified immigrantswho entered the
country on or after Aug. 22, 1996, are barred for five years from
receiving federal TANF services, including child care, transpor-
tation subsidies, and English asasecond language (ESL) classes.
The provision alowing states to eliminate this restriction was
included in the version of H.R. 4737 introduced by Sen. Baucus
and was not amended by the Finance Committee.

The fight to restore core benefits to these vulnerable popula
tions has been long and arduous, and it would not have been
possible without the hard work and perseverance of immigrant
rights, anti-poverty, health, and faith-based groups around the
country.

Final passage of these provisions, however, is not guaran-
teed. The TANF reauthorization bill will likely go to the Senate
floor in September. Senators with a history of voting to restrict
immigrants’ access to benefits may try to alter or remove these
hard-won provisions at that time.

NATIONAL POLL SHOWS VOTER SUPPORT FOR IMMIGRANT BENEFIT
RESTORATIONS — A national telephone poll of likely U.S. voters
showed that a substantial majority support the restoration of
public benefits denied to immigrants under the 1996 welfare law.
Of the people polled, 67 percent agreed that lawfully present im-
migrants should have the same access to benefits as U.S. citi-
zens. This number increased to 79 percent when respondents
werereminded that immigrantsare required to pay taxes.

When broken down along party, regional, and racial/ethnic
lines, support for the statements remained consistently high.
Seventy-one percent of Republicans, 74 percent of Democrats,
and 76 percent of Independents expressed support for the state-
ments. Broken up by region, support was found among 74 per-
cent of respondents in the South, 73 percent of respondents in
the Northeast, 73 percent in theWest, and 72 percent in the Mid-
west. By race, 73 percent of whites, 70 percent of African-Ameri-
cans, and 75 percent of Hispanics expressed support.

Substantial majorities of voters also expressed support for
immigrants’ accessto specific key benefits. Eighty-five percent
supported giving “lawfully present immigrants who are working
thesame accessthat U.S. citizenshave to work supportslike help
with child care, job training, as well as help learning English.”
Seventy-nine percent supported providing “all legal immigrant
children the same access that citizen children have to Medicaid
and other health care services.” And 79 percent of respondents
supported allowing “legal immigrantswho areworking and pay-
ing taxes accessto the same safety net asU.S. citizens, including
Medicaid, food stampsand SSI [ Supplemental Security Income]
disability.”

Voters also supported aid to immigrants in certain circum-
stances, regardless of their immigration status. Seventy-nine
percent supported the provision of prenatal care by the govern-
ment regardless of the mother’s immigration status, and 80 per-
cent agreed that the government should “make sure that immi-
grant victims of domestic violence have access to needed public

benefits.” Seventy-nine percent agreed that immigrant children
should have the same access as citizen children to Medicaid and
other health care services.

These results demonstrate that voters oppose the restrictions
onimmigrant eligibility for public benefitsimposed by the 1996
welfarelaw. Thevoters support for reinstating immigrant access
to safety net services should inform Congress asit completesits
work on reauthorization of the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families(TANF) program.

The poll, conducted by Lake, Snell, Perry and Associates,
surveyed 1,000 likely voters between May 15 and May 22, 2002.
Telephone numbers for the survey were drawn from a random
digit dial sample. Additional detail on the poll resultsis posted
onNILC sweb site at www.nilc.org.

MOST STATE PROPOSALS TO RESTRICT DRIVERS’ LICENSES FOR IMMI-
GRANTS HAVE BEEN UNSUCCESSFUL — During the 2001-02 state leg-
islative sessions, approximately 61 billswereintroduced that ad-
dressed immigrants’ ability to obtaindrivers' licenses. Fifteen of
the proposals sought to expand immigrants’ access to drivers
licenses and 46 bills sought to restrict access. Asof July 2002,
two states have enacted expansive proposals and six states en-
acted restrictive proposals.

Beforetheeventsof Sept. 11, 2001, campaignsto expand immi-
grants’ accessto drivers' licenses were gaining momentum in at
least 15 states. Campaigns were conducted by highway safety
organi zations, immigrants’ rights advocates, labor, law enforce-
ment, and religious organizations, among others. Advocates
sought to allow alternativeidentifiersto the Socia Security num-
ber (SSN), expand thelist of immigration documentsused to prove
identity, and remove existing restrictive requirements. Because
of reportsthat some of the Sept. 11 terrorists were able to obtain
drivers' licenses, most campaigns were stalled after the attacks.
Nevertheless, expansive proposals in New Mexico and South
Carolina passed and were signed into law. New Mexico’s law
repeals the requirement that applicants must have an SSN, and
South Carolina’'slaw expands the categories of immigrants who
are now eligible for alicense. Campaignsin many other states
have continued, and advocates plan to introduce new bills next
yesr.

Of the46 restrictivebillsintroduced, 38 billsfailed and only six
states enacted billsinto law: Colorado, Florida, Kentucky, New
Jersey, Ohio, andVirginia. Colorado codified an existing require-
ment that applicantsfor alicense must be lawfully present inthe
country; Florida, Kentucky, New Jersey, and Ohiotied the expira-
tion of animmigrant’slicenseto hisor her immigration document;
andVirginiarequired noncitizensto submit fingerprintswith their
license application and authorized the state police and driver’s
license agency to share information with federal agencies. Ohio
also authorized the registrar to implement “ security features’ on
noncitizens' licenses. Due to the work of advocates at the state
level, therestrictive proposal sthat passed were greatly improved
before they were signed into law. Among the restrictive propos-
als that failed to pass was a Tennessee hill that sought to repeal
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alaw passed | ast year. That law expanded immigrant eligibility by
permitting state residentsto submit an affidavit if not eligiblefor
an SSN. For acompletelist of all state proposalsand their status,
seetheNILC website at www.nilc.org.

DOJ PUBLISHES FINAL GUIDANCE ON PROVIDING LEP PERSONS ACCESS
TO SERVICES — The U.S. Dept. of Justice (DOJ) has published its
final guidanceto recipients of federal fundson providing limited
English-proficient (LEP) persons access to programs and ser-
vices. Released on June 18, 2002, the guidance wasfollowed by
aletter dated July 8 from Assistant Attorney General Ralph Boyd,
instructing other federal agenciesto usethe DOJ sfinal guidance
as auniform standard in devel oping their guidance to recipients
on access for LEP persons.

The guidance advises local police departments, court sys-
tems, correctional facilities, and other recipientsof DOJfunding
on the actions they should take to provide LEP persons with
meaningful access to their activities and programs. The DOJ's
guidancewas published pursuant to Executive Order 13166 (E.O.
13166), which clarifies the requirements of Title VI of the Civil
Rights Act. Title VI prohibits recipients of federal funds from
discriminating on the basisof race, color, or national origin. (E.O.
13166 ispublished at 65 Fed. Reg. 50,121-22 (Aug. 16, 2000).)

The executive order required federal agencies that provide
federal financial assistance to develop guidance for funding re-
cipients on providing meaningful access to LEP persons. The
order also required the agencies to develop interna plans for
providing LEP persons meaningful access to services and pro-
grams conducted by the agencies themselves.

OnOct. 26, 2001, the DOJissued aclarifying memorandum on
E.O. 13166 (see“ Justice Dept. ConfirmsValidity of Clinton’sOr-
der Regarding Accessto Servicesfor Limited English-Proficient
Persons,” IMMIGRANTS' RIGHTS UPDATE, Nov. 16, 2001, p. 14).
The memorandum included afour-part analysisthat federal fund-
ing recipients must use in determining the level of language as-
sistance they are required to provide under Title VI. The DOJ
directed federa funds—granting agenciesthat had published guid-
ance documents to review them with respect to the four-factor
test, modify them as indicated, and republish their guidance for
public comment. Agencies that had not previously published
guidance to their recipients were required to develop guidance
and publishit for public comment.

The DOJ published its final guidance following public com-
ment. As with the intermediary versions, the final guidance is
framed by the four factors that the DOJ outlined in its October
2001 clarifying memo:

1. the number or proportion of eligible LEP personseligibleto
be served or likely to be encountered by the funding recipient;

2. the frequency with which LEP individuals comeinto con-
tact with the recipient’s programs;

3. the nature and importance of the program, activity, or ser-
vice provided by the program to people’slives; and

4. the resources available to the recipient and costs of pro-
viding language assistance.

The guidance notesthat many of the 24 parties that submitted
comments during the public comment period advocated for two
additional requirements: they urged that recipients be required
to have awritten LEP plan and that the use of informal interpret-
ers, such asfamily membersand fellow inmates, be prohibitedin
some circumstances. The DOJdeclined to requireawritten plan
or prohibit the use of informal interpretersin any context. How-
ever, the guidance has been revised to include aclarification that
theuse of informal interpreters should not be part of any recipient’s
LEP plan. It also advises recipients that they “should generally
offer competent interpreter services free of cost to the LEP per-
son” where language services are necessary.

The final guidance notes the DOJ s unique responsibility for
ensuring consistency among the other agencies' guidance docu-
ments. The July 8 letter from Assistant Attorney General Boyd
represents a step in theimplementation of that responsibility. As
noted above, the letter instructs agencies to revise their guid-
ance to be consistent with the final DOJ guidance and states that
the DOJ expectsto receive draft guidance from other agenciesno
later than July 29, 2002. Other agencies guidance documentswill
require DOJ approval prior to their publication for public com-
ment. Existing guidancewill remainin effect until the conformed
guidance documents become final.

The DOJ s letter demands ahigh level of consistency with its
guidance. The letter states that other agencies are expected to
focus their modifications on the examples provided in the final
guidance, rather than the guidance’s substantive provisions.
Agenciesarerequired to highlight and provideawrittenjustifica-
tion for any departures from the DOJ' s guidance.

The letter also instructs agencies to revise or update their
internal plans for ensuring LEP individuals' access to federally
conducted programs and services and encourages agencies to
become involved with the federal interagency work group on
language access, described at www.lep.gov.

“Guidanceto Federal Financial Assistance Recipients
Regarding Title VI Prohibition Against National Origin
Discrimination Affecting Limited English Proficient Persons,”
67 Fed. Reg. 41,455 (June 18, 2002); | etter from Assistant
Attorney General Ralph Boyd to Heads of Federal Agencies,
General Counselsand Civil Rights Directors, July 8, 2002.
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